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Ihe relation between field independence^dependence 
and creativity vas investigated in 40 fourth graders equally divided 
by sex. The measures used vere the Children's Embedded Figures Test, 
several verbal and figural subtests from the Torrance Tests of 
Creativity, and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. No significant 
Pearson correlations vere found betveen creativity measures and 
Embedded Figures Test scores, but a significant Kendall's coefficient 
of concordance indicated a lov positive association betveen 
creativity and field dependence for the group as a vhole. An analysis 
by sex suggested a possible interaction vith creativity mode, in that 
field dependence in boys vas associated vith verbal creativity, and 
field dependence in girls vith figural creativity. Creativity 
subscores for elaboration vere more strongly and consistently related 
to intelligence than vere scores for fluency, flexibility, or 
originality. (Author/CS) 
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RELATIC^SHIPS BETWEEN CREATIVITY AND FIELD DEPENDENCE- 
INDEPENDENCE IN FOURTH GRADE CHILDREN 
Meda Rebecca, Joseph Torgesen, and Lorraine Nadelman 
University of Michigan 

At the conclusion of an extensive review of the literature concerning per- 
sonal factors Important In the creative process, Delias and Grler (1970) suggest 
that future research should be directed toward an understanding of human creativ- 
ity as It relates to such constructs as cognitive styles and personality variables 
which are rooted within broad theoretical frameworks. Such a position repre- 
sents a justifiable reaction against the plethora of atheoretlcal, factor-analytic 
studies of creativity which have Identified many areas of Intellectual functioning 
which may be related peripherally to Isolated aspects of creativity, but which 
neither give unity to the concept of creativity as a psychological construct nor 
relate it to other areas of personal functioning. What is needed, then, are 
studies which will try to embed an Individual's creative proclivities within his 
more general personality and cognitive structures. 

The study of cognitive styles, usually defined as stable and enduring pat- 
terns of perception and cognition which determine an individual's approach to 
and Interpretation of his environment, has become an area of rapidly expanding 
knowledge over the past two decades. Many different dimensions of Individual 
differences have been related to the concept of cognitive style, and these styles 
have been shown to Influence broadly diverse areas of personal functioning. 

Perhaps the most thoroughly and systematically investigated of the con- 
cepts which fall In the general category of cognitive style are the **field 
dependent" and "field Independent" styles discussed by Witkin and his associates 
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(Witkin, Dyk, Faterson, Goodenough, & Karp, 1962). This work started with the 
identification of individual differences in the ways in which people orient 
themselves in space (Witkin, 1950) and has led to a theory of individual dif- 
ferences covering broadly diverse areas of cognitive and affective life. 

A perceptual task which is used to differentiate individuals with regard 
to the field dependence-independence dimension involves the ability to discrim- 
inate a single item from within an embedding context (Karp, 1963). Because of 
relationships which were subsequently discovered between perceptual field dependence- 
independence and other modes of intellectual functioning (Witkin, et al., 1962) 
field dependence-independence is currently believed to be the perceptual compon- 
ent of a more general "analytic versus global" cognitive style. 

Wertheimer (1945) may have been the first theorist to provide a rationble 
for possible linkages between creative activity and a field independent cognitive 
style. His idea, that many problems which call for a creative solution often 
demand the break up of a complex stimulus array so that the parts may be reconn- 
bined in new relationships, implied that a field independent style would be an 
advantage in some aspects of the creative process. In his general theory of 
creativity, C. R. Rogers (1953) maintained that a '^creative approach to experience 
and knowledge was dependent in part upon an internal locus of evaluation for 
both self and activities. This trait has been shown to be more characteristic 
of the field independent person than those classified as field dependent. Finally, 
MacKinnon (1962) provided yet another positive link between the two modes of 
functioning at issue here. On the basis of both theoretical and empirical con- 
siderations, he maintained that "what seems to characterize the creative person... 
is a relative absence of repression and suppression as mechanisms for the control 
of impulse and imagery. Repression operates against creativity. . .because it 
makes unavailable to the individual large aspects of his experience (p. 16)." The 
use of repression and denial, in contrast to the more specialized defenses of 
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Isolation and Intellectuallzatlon, are most often associated with the field 
dependent cognitive style. 

With the abundant theoretical links which make a relationship between field 
independence and creativity plausible, it is surprising that there are so few 
studies which have attempted to examine this relationship directly. Of the few 
studies which do fall into this last category, only one (Spotts & Mackler, 1967) 
has found clear Indications that such a relationship exists. These investigators, 
using adult subjects, found that field independient individuals consistently 
scored higher on a series of creativity measures than field dependent subjects. 
One other study with adult subjects (Bloomberg, 1971) found tto definite relation- 
ship between the two constructs, while a study by MacWhlnnie (1967) obtained 
marginally significant correlations between two creativity scores and Embedded 
Figures Test performance for sixth grade children. 

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the relationship between 
field Independence and creativity in young children. Most of the evidence pre<- 
sented thus far is based upon experiments conducted with adults. Although crea<- 
tlve products may show some of the same characteristics across all ages, it is 
much less certain that the same processes are Involved in creative productivity 
for both children and adults. Wliile some studies have shown that creative chil- 
dren have the same general personality characteristics as creative adults 
(Drevdahl, 1956; Holland, 1961; Parloff & Datha, 1965; Rees & Goldman, 1961), 
the actual ties between these personality variables and creative processes are 
very often unclear. Analytic cognitive style, on the other hand, has rich 
theoretical ties to many of the personality characteristics and intellectual 
abilities which are most often seen as necessary to the creative process. Thus, 
if the relationship between field independence and creativity can be established 
for young children, this will be an important step in establishing a process 
link between childhood and adult creativeness. The psychometric implications 
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of such a link derive from the fact that Individual differences in degree of 
field independence have been shown to be oiie of the "most powerful continuities 
in the domain of human development" (Kagan & Kogan, 1970, p. 1325). The first 
hypothesis of the present study, therefore, is that there will be a positive 
relationship between creativity scores on several measures of creativity and 
field independence as measured by the Children's Embedded Figures Test- 

Because several studies (Crandall & Sinkelda|i, 196A; Wachtel, 1968) indi- 
cate that the relationship between field Independtoce and other psychological 
variables may be mediated by their common relationship to general intelligence, 
the present study employed a control for IQ. The inclusion of a control for 
intelligence in the present study also provides an opportunity to test an hypothesis 
proposed by Wallach (1970) with rt^gard to the Torrance Test of Creativity. He 
suggested that the Torrance tests are often found to relate significantly to 
Intelligence test scores because of the inclusion of two creativity subscores 
for spontaneous flexibility and elaboration which actually measure convergent 
abilities. It is Wallrch*s hypothesis, and the one adopted in this study, that 
the subscores for flexibility and elaboration will relate significantly to Verbal 
intelligence, while those for fluency and originality will be orthogonal with 
intelligence. 

In addition to controlling for intelligence, the present study also used 
both male and female subjects so that possible sex differences in both variables 
separately as well as in their relationship could be examined. 

Goodenough and Eagle (1963) reported findings suggesting that the ability 
required for a field independent perceptual approach increases from age five 
to age eight; however, they reported no significant sex differences in field 
independence-dependence at ages five and eight. Kagan and Kogan (1970) and 
Maccoby (1966) concluded that males above age eight are more field independent 
than females of comparable ages. Kagan, Moss, and Slgel (1963) suggested that 
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cognitive ^-nctloning may be more rigidly and earlier established In girls than 
In boys, which would lead to sex differences favoring boys and men on creativ- 
ity tests. Torrance (1963) reported various developmental trends In creativity. 
He noted a steady incline from first to third gradfc, boys becoming Increasingly 
superior to girls. There was a dip in the ::ourth grade and a spurt, particularly 
for girls, between fourth and fifth grade. MaCcoby (1966), in a thorough re- 
view of the literature on sex differences, noted that each sex is superior to 
the other on creativity tasks when dealing with sex approuriate toys until third 
grade, after which boys are superior regardless of the "gender" of the toy. She 
noted that in creativity tasks involving a perceptual component, where the em- 
phasis is on the ability to break set or restructure a problem, boys and men 
tend to excel, whereas girls and women are superior (although not as consistently) 
in more verbal divergent thinking activities. 

It is to be expected, on the basis of the foregoing, that: 

1. Field Independence in fourth grade children will be positively related 
to creativity scores. 

2. Creativity scores for flexibility and elaboration will be more closely 
related to IQ than will those for originality and fluency. 

3. Fourth grade boys will be more field Independent than fourth grade 
girls. 

4. Fourth grade boys will obtain higher creativity scores than fourth 
grade girls. 

Method 

Subjects 

Forty fourth grade children, 20 girls and 20 boys, were randomly chosen 
from predominantly white, middle class families who lived in a suburban area 
of Ann Arbor, Michigan. Chronological ages of the subjects ranged from 8-10 
to 10-2, with a median of 9-4. 
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Materials 

The three measures used were the Torrance Tests of Creative Thijiking - 
Form A, the Children's Embedded Figures Test, and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary 
Test - Form B. 

Creativity Measures , The Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking (Torrance, 
1966) consist of seven verbal and three flgural subtests. The activities pro- 
vide materials which are Interesting and challenging to children, and which 
"require thinking analogous to that Involved In recognized creative achievements" 
(Torrance, 1966, p. 10). Of the verbal tests, the three that were chosen for 
use In this study were Product Improvement, Unusual Uses, and Just Suppose. 
The flgural measures chosen consisted of two activities to which the children 
responded by drawing: the Incomplete Figures task and the Repeated Figures task. 
Complete Instructions and rationale for the Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking 
can be found In the Administration and Scoring Manual for the test battery 
(Torrance, 1966, a,b,c). 

Field Independence-dependence measure. The Children's Embedded Figures 
Test, developed by Stephan A. Karp and Norma L. Konstadt (Wltkln* Oltman, Raskin, 
& Karp, 1971) was chosen as a measure of field Independence-dependence. The 
child has to find a simple figure hidden within the context of a more complex 
figure. This measure Is particularly suited for convenient use with young chil- 
dren. Is highly correlated with the adult Embedded Figures Test, and is consid- 
ered a valid Indication of field Independence-dependence. 

Intelligence measure. The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Form B (Dunn, 
1959, 1965) Is an estimate of the child's Intelligence via his hearing vocab- 
ulary. This measure was felt to be an adequate screening device for Intelli- 
gence since the population was so homogeneous that culture-bias did not present 
Itself as a problem. 
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Procedure 

There were two experimenters, one male and one female. 

Each experimenter tested 20 students equally divided by sex* The testing 
was accomplished i. ,nree sessions for each child, two In which the children 
were seen Individually and one In which the children were seen In small groups 
of 10-11. Two separate test rooms were provided by the school for the individual 
sessions. 

The creativity tests were given first, half of the subjects taking the 
verbal part first and half of the subjects taking the flgural part first. A 
playful atmosphere was established tor both creativity measures, a condition 
which the experimenters felt was imperative and which thus necessitated giving 
the more traditional measures (Children's Embedded Figures Test and Peabody 
Picture Vocabulary Test) at a later time. This served to minimize the test- 
taking set which is not conducive to establishing a creative atmosphere* To 
this same end, the investigators altered those parts of the Instructions which 
referred to tizae limits in such a way as to reduce the anxiety usually elicited 
by time pressures. Time limits were, however, enforced. 

Scorer reliability was established (correlations ranged from .89 to .99), 
and each investigator then scored one half of th6 tests. Detailed Information 
about scoring method and rationale can be obtained from the Directions Manual 
and Scoring Guide for the three measures. 

Results 

Measures of central tendency for the total group and for each sex separ- 
ately were obtained (Table 1) , and correlational analyses for the total group 
and for each sex separately were run (Table 2). Tlie following variables were 
used in the analysis of the data: Children's Embedded Figures Test score; 
Peabody IQ; verbal and flgural fluency, verbal and flgural flexibility, verbal 
and flgural originality, verbal and flgural elaboration, an average verbal score 
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based on the sum of T-scores for the separate creativity indices, an average 
figural score, a total creativity score; sex of subject; and experimenter. 

Insert fabl es 1 and 2 abouF'here 

The Children's Embedded Figures Test score and IQ were found to be posi- 
tively and significantly correlated (r « .33, p < .05), those scoring higher on 
the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test being more field independent. However, 
field independence-dependence was not significantly correlated with any of the 
creativity indices. 

In order to analyze further the general relationship between field inde- 
pendence and creativity, the subject pool was divided into field independent, 
field central, and field dependent groups on the basis of the Children's Em- 
bedded Figures Test scores. However, since these scores are correlated with 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test scores (r » .33, p<.05), it is possible that 
intelligence factors could confound the creativity differences between groups. 
In order to eliminate the possible influence of intelligence on the formation 
of the groups, they were formed so that level of intelligence was approximately 
equal for all three. This was done through a quartile split of the residuals 
derived from the regression of intelligence on Children's Embedded Figures Test 
scores. The means and standard deviations for Peabody IQ and field independence 
scores for each of the three groups are presented in Table 3. A series of 

Insert Table'T'about ^ere 
tests among all possible combinations of groups revealed no significant dif- 
ferences between groups for IQ, and significant (p < .01) differences between 
all groups for Children's Embedded Figures Test scores. It is also important 
to note that this grouping of subjects resulted in equal numbers of boys and 
girls in all groups. The 20 mean creativity scores for each group were ranked 
(see Table 4), and Kendall's coefficient of concordance (W) was computed. 

Insert Table 4 about'here 

^ Significant similarities occurred among rankings across measures (W * .24, 
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s s 190.5, p < .01). Thus the total complex of scores taken together Indicate 
high performance on the creativity measures for the field dependent group, fol- 
lowed by the field central, and field independent groups. 

An analysis of the relation between creativity and field independence- 
dependence by sexes somewhat qualified the above finding. The creativity means 
for boys and girls separately, when grouped by field independence categories, 
appear in Table 5. The Kendall coefficient obtained for boys was .14 (s « 114.67) 

~I Insert"Tab Ig^^^abou t^'here 

and for girls was .12 (3 « 100.5', neither of which was significant (although 
the direction of the results was the same as for the total group, the field 
dependent subjects being more creative). Inspection of these data for boys and 
girls separately indicated that more of the relationship between field dependence 
and creativity was accounted for by the boys (13 of the 20 scores for boys and 
10 of the 20 scores for girls were in this direction) . When one examines the 
verbal and figural creativity scores separately, the relationships are in the 
direction predicted by previous studies (M&ccoby, 1966). Field dependence in 
boys was positively associated with only two of the eight figural scores, while 
in girls, field dependence was positively associated with only four of the twelve 
verbal scores, indicating a sex of subject by creativity mode (verbal vs. figural) 
interaction. In other words, there was some tendency for field Independent boys 
to score higher than field dependent boys on figural creativity tasks, and for 
field dependent boys to score higher than field independent boys on verbal crea- 
tivity tasks. For girls, the trend was the opposite, the field Independent girls 
scoring higher than the field dependent girls on verbal creativity tasks, and 
the field dependent girls scoring higher than the field independent girls on 
figural creativity tasks. Four Kendall's coefficients of concordance were com- 
puted in order to examine these relationships, with the data divided according 
to sex of subject and creativity mode. For boys, field dependence was significantly 
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associated with verbal creativity (W = .51, s - 146, p < .01;, while for girls, 
field dependence was significantly associated with figural creativity (W •= .57, 
s - 73.5, p< .01). However, the expected converse relationships (field inde- 
pendent girls being more creative on verbal tasks and field independent boys 
being more creative on figural tasks) did not reach significance. Replication 
is therefore necessary to confirm the existence of a possible interaction effect 
among sex of subject, mode of creativity ( figural/ verbal ) , and field independence- 
dependence . 

No significant sex differences were found for the Children's Embedded Figures 
Test scores (Table 2). Boys did significantly better than girls on the Peabody 
Picture Vocabulary Test ( t. - 2.80, .008) as well as on the total verbal 
measure of creativity ( t - 2.29, .03), the difference for the total crea- 
tivity index not quite reaching significance. Of the figural creativity Indices, 
only in figural elaboration was there a sex difference favoring boys (t. - 2.08, 

.04). 

Since IQ was significantly positively correlated with the Children's En- 
bedded Figures Test scores and several creativity indices, and since boys did 
significantly better on the intelligence test than girls, analyses of covariance 
were performed on the data, using IQ as the covariate. With IQ as covarlate. 
the only sex difference that remained was for the verbal originality index, 
with boys scoring higher than girls ( F - 4.2; 1/37 df', 2. < -05). 

The data were also examined for experimenter and sex of subject effects 
by an analysis of variance on the Children's Embedded Figure Test scores. The 
significant interaction effect ( F - 29.8; df 1,36; £< .01) indicated that 
same-sex children performed better than opposite-sex children for each exper- 
imenter. The male experimenter's boys scored significantly higher than his 
girls on the Children's Embedded FiguresTest (t - 3.04, £ - .04) , and on the 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (£ - .02). No significant sex differences were 
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found among the subjects of the female experimenter, on either test, although 
the direction of the differences in the Children's Embedded Figures Test was 
opposite that of the male experimenter. 

Discussion 

The main hypothesis of the study, that f ,n .pendence in fourth grade 

children related positively to creativity scores on the Torrance measures, is 
not confirmed by the results. The tendency for field dependent subjects (when 
sex is ignored"^ to score higher on creativity measures seems to run contrary 
to the theoretical and empirical evidence which led to the hypothesis that field 
inuependence and creativity would be positively related in fourth grade children. 
The possible interaction of sex, node of creativity (f igural/verbal) , and field 
independence-dependence, tentatively suggested by our data, may offer some clar- 
ification. However, a fruitful, if speculative, explanation may lie in the 
motivational situation, as well. 

Golcnn (1963) has suggested that one important function of research on 
creativity is to increase understanding of the various factors which can influence 
the measured relationships between creativity and other variables. Such inform- 
ation is critical because of the consistent appearance of contradictory and 
confusing results which has been the norm in experimental studies of creativity 
over the past ♦'wenty years. Measures of creativity , such as the ones used here, 
derxve their cheoretical justification from considerations of the psychological 
processes supposed to be important in creative activity. However, what is act- 
ually measured is not process, but product. The crucial variable in production 
may be motivation, and the recent attention given to motivational factors in 
the assessment of creativity points to a general recognition that level of 
motivation is central to creative productivity (Delias & Grier, 1970). 

The other variable of interest in this study, field independence-dependence, 
is also related to motivational constructs. While field dependence 1? associated 
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with sensitivity to motivational cues present in the social milieu (Konstadt & 
Fonnan, 1965), the field independent style relates to motivation in terms of 
such internal factors as a sense of personal challenge or the desire to bring 
order out of confusion (Witkin, et al., 1962). Since the assessment situation 
in the present study emphasized positive interaction between experimenter and 
subject, it is very possible that their greater sensitivity and responsiveness 
to social stimuli led the field dependent subjects to expend greater energy 
on the creativity tasks than the field independent children. 

It seems plausible that any differences in motivation to perform which 
were present in the subject population would find expression most strongly 
in the score for fluency of response. The sheer output of responses would tend 
to be facilitated by a higher motivational level, while the tendencies to pro- 
duce original or different responses might be less sensitive to the kind of 
social motivation under discussion here. 

In order to provide a post hoc te«t of the thesis that the tendency for 
field dependeat children to score higher on creativity was a reflection of 
stronger motivation to produce responses which artifactually raised all of their 
creativity scores, new scores for the flexibility, originality, and elaboration 
scoring categories were computed. This was accomplished by simply dividing 
each of these three scores on a given subtest by the fluency score for that 
test. The index which resulted represented the average value for each scoring 
category on each subtest. As before, means of eitch of these scores were com- 
puted and ranked for the field independent, field central, and field dependent 
groups. The Kendall coefficient results showed only very slight and non- 
significant (W » .03, s - 19.5) differences in the rankings assigned to each 
group. Thus, the creativity scores on the three creativity categories which 
are perhaps less susceptible to the influence of motivational differences than 
the fluency score are not significantly different for the three field dependence- 
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Independence groups. This supports the speculation that the obtained group 
relationship between field dependence and creativity Is In part a reflection 
of stronger motivation In field-dependent children to produce responses. 

Aside from the provocative possibilities relating to motivation, as des- 
cribed above, It Is likely that our hypothesis abouc the relation between field 
Independence and creativity was too simplistic. Not only may the r^ttems of 
relationship between our two main variables differ for the two sexes (as dis- 
cussed later), but it may be that the most creative individual is the one who 
can shift easily back and forth from field dependence to field Independence. 
There are Indications in the literature (Bloomberg, 1967; Wallach & Kogan, 1965; 
Kagan & Kogan, 1970) that flexibility in switching between different levels 
of functioning facilitates creativity. Given our data, it may be advisable in 
future research to consider seriously a more complex relationship between crea- 
tivity and field dependence-independence. 

The hypothesis that scores for spontaneous flexibility and elaboration 
would be more strongly related to intelligence than would those for fluency 
and originality received at least partial Support from the results presented 
in Table 2. Verbal flexibility, verbal elaboration, and flgural ' .boratlon 
related significantly (p < .05) to intelligence, while none of the relationships 
between fluency or originality and intelligence reached significance. The lack 
of relationship between flgural flexibility and intelligence, however, compli- 
cates the Interpretation. Perhaps the tendency toward spontaneous flexibility 
is not unified for verbal and flgural expression; but, on the other hand, 
these results may be due to artif actual relationships in the data. Two facts 
are relevant here. First, the positive relationship between verbal flexibility 
and intelligence is embedded within a total verbal index that relates positively 
to IQ (r • .33, p < .05). Thus, the requirement for verbal skills in both the 
IQ measure and the verbal battery of creativity t.ests may be artif actually 
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enhancing the relationship between verbal flexibility and Intelligence. When 
this fact Is taken together with the strong relationship existing between the 
elaboration scores and IQ for both the verbal battery and the flgural battery 
(which does not correlate with IQ, r ■ •00), the possibility Is suggested that 
It Is the scoring category for elaboration alone which la more closely tied to 
traditional intelligence than are the other three. 

The results relevant to the hypothesis that the flexibility and elabora- 
tion scores for creativity would be more strongly related to IQ than the origi- 
nality and fluency scores are meaningful for the creativity-intelligence dis- 
tinction* Because the elaboration score is consistently and significantly related 
to intelligence, it has less predictive significance apart from general lntel:^lgence 
than the other three kinds of creativity scores. This remains a rather academic 
question at present, however, because positive evidence of predictive validity 
for any of the scores used in the present study is both extremely scarce and 
difficult to Interpret (Wallach, 1970). In any event, the present results are 
important for those investigators who are Interested in developing measures of 
creativity wnich may be shown psychometrlcally to represent a unified dimension 
with meaning above and beyond the concept of general intelligence* 

The expectation that the fourth grade boys would score higher on the Children* e 
Embedded Figures Test than the girls was not confirmed by the results* Holfevert 
the strong sex of subject by experimenter interaction with this test deserves some 
attention because of its implications for further research in the area of cog- 
nitive styles (especially if one is concerned about social influences)* Of cour8e» 
replication would be necessary via a more thorough study designed for this purpose 
(1* e* , more experimenters of each sex) * 

The last hypothesis, that boys would obtain higher creativity scores than 
girls, received only partial confirmation* Although boys scored higher on ver* 
bal creativity measures, these differences were fotmd to be accounted for 



ERLC 



00 01 . 



15 



primarily by differences in intelligence in our sample. However, boys scored 
higher on verbal originality even with intelligence controlled. 

The equivocal results regarding sex differences (or lack thereof) and 
differential patterns of relationships between our variables for boys and girls, 
raise both methodological and theoretical issues. Since many past psychological 
investigations used only one sex, generalizations from the results of such studies 
to both sexes are highly questionable. In fact, very different processes may 
be operating in males and females to influence the outcome. Homer (1970), for 
example, found that very different motivations are related to achievement in 
females and in males. Something similar may be occurring for creativity, as 
indicated by the different patterns of relationship among our variables for boys 
and girls. The absence of repression in cross-sex typing has been suggested 
by MacKinnon (Maccoby, 1966) as a characteristic of the creative and field in- 
dependent individual. The correlation of cross-sex typing with intellectual 
abilities is stronger for women than for men, since it is contradictory for 
those males who are more feminine, and thus characterized by passive-dependency, 
to be field independent. Further investigations of the relationship to crea- 
tivity and cognitive style of such phenomena as need achievement, need af- 
filiation, sex typing, and other processes which might affect males and females 
differentially would help clarify these issues. 
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Table 1 



Measures of Central Tendency and Sex Comparisons for all Test Scores 





Total Group 


Boys 


Girls 








(> 


1 40) 


(d 20) 


(n 


20) 






Score 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


Mean 


S.D. 


t 


P 


Children's 


















Embedded Figures 


18.5 


3.2 


19. : 


3.0 


18.1 


3.4 


1.09 


.28 


Peabody IQ 


115.0 


16.8 


121.9 


18.8 


108.2 


11.2 


2.80 


.01 


Verbal Fluency 


37.1 


16.2 


41.4 


17.8 


32.8 


13.5 


1.73 


.09 


Flexibility 


20.6 


7.3 


22.7 


7.9 


18.6 


6.1 


1.84 


.07 


Originality 


28.2 


20.2 


35.1 


19.1 


21.4 


14.5 


2.56 


.01 


Elaboration 


16.8 


9.9 


19.8 


10.0 


13.8 


9.0 


2.01 


.05 


Figural Fluency 


20.0 


5.6 


19.4 


5.0 


20.0 


6.2 


.70 


.49 


Flexibility 


16.2 


5.3 


15.6 


4.5 


16.9 


5.9 


.78 


.44 


Originality 


25.6 


9.0 


26.2 


9.2 


24.9 


9.0 


1.03 


.47 


Elaboration 


25.6 


14.2 


30.0 


17.2 


21.1 


8.6 


2.08 


.04 


Total Verbal 


50.0 


9.0 


53.1 


9.6 


46.9 


7.3 


2.29 


.03 


Total Figural 


50.0 


8.0 


50.4 


8.2 


49.5 


7.9 


.37 


.74 


Total Creativity 


50.0 


6.5 


51.6 


7.1 


48.3 


5.4 


1.69 


.10 
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Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations for Peabody IQ and Children's 
Embedded Figures Test Scores for Field Independent, Field Central, 

and Field Dependent Groups 



Group 


N 


IQ 


S.D. 


CEFT 


S.D. 


Field Independent 


10 


111.5 


10.8 


22.1 


0.9 


Field Central 


20 


116.7 


19.2 


18.9 


2.0 


Field Dependent 


10 


115.1 


17.2 


14.8 


2.4 
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Table 4 

Means of Creativity Scores for Field Independent, Field Central, 
and Field Dependent Groups Matched for Intelligence 



Creativity Test and Score 


Field 
Indei^endent 


Field 
Central 


Field 
Dependent 


Product Improvement 


Fluency 


9,9 


13.6 


14.5 




Flexibility 


6.7 


5.7 


7.3 




Originality 


8.5 


11.8 


15.8 




Elaboration 


4.9 


5.3 


7.2 


Unusual Uses 


Fluency 


13.5 


18.2 


14.5 




Flexibility 


7.7 


8.4 


8.5 




Originality 


8.6 


13.4 


9.7 




Elaboration 


7.3 


5.5 


6.8 


Just Suppose 


Fltiency 


7.8 


7.9 


9.7 




Flexibility 


5.5 


6.2 


7.0 




Originality 


3.2 


4.5 


3.9 




Elaboration 


4.6 


4.3 


5.3 


Picture Completion 


Fluency 


8.0 


8.1 


7.8 




Flexibility 




6.9 


6.9 




Originality 


8.6 


9.0 


8.8 




Elaboration 


11.8 


9.8 


11.7 


Parallel Lines 


Fluency 


11.6 


11.8 


12.6 




Flexibility 


8.5 


9.2 


11.5 




Originality 


18.8 


16.1 


14.2 




Elaboration 


14.6 


12.6 


15.1 
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Table 5 

Mean Creativity Scores for Field Independent, Field Central, and Field Dependent 



Boys and Girls 







Glrla 


Bova 





Creativity 


Field Inde 


- Field 


Field 


Field Inde- 


Field 


Field 




pendent 


Central 


Deoendent 


pendent 


Cent rid. 


Dependent 


Product 














Improvement 














r xueucy 


0 n 

7* u 


:i.5 


10.6 


10.8 


15.7 


18.4 


Flexibility 


5.6 


5.2 


5.L 


7.8 


6.3 


8.8 


Originality 


8.6 


7.9 


8.8 


8.4 


15.8 


22.8 


Elaboration 


3.6 


3.4 


5.2 


6.2 


7.3 


9.2 


Unusual 














Uses 














Fluency 


15.4 


16.1 


12.2 


11.6 


20.2 


16.8 


Flexibility 
Originality 


7.8 


8.3 


7.6 


7.6 


8.6 


9.4 


8.4 


11.3 


7.0 


8.8 


15.5 


12.4 


Elaboration 


6.6 


5.9 


6.6 


8.0 


5.2 


7.0 


Just 














Suppose 














Fluency 


8.0 


7.7 


7.0 


7.6 


8.2 


12.4 


FiexiDiiity 


c o 
5. o 


5.8 


3.6 


5.2 


6.6 


10.4 


Originality 


2.8 


4.3 


1.4 


3.6 


4.8 


6.4 


Elaboration 


3.8 


3.9 


3.0 


5.4 


4.8 


7.6 


Picture 














Completion 














Fluency 


7.0 


8.4 


8.4 


9.0 


7.9 


7.2 


Flexibility 


4.8 


6.8 


7.6 


7.0 


7.0 


6.2 


Originality 


6.0 


10.0 


lOi.2 


11.2 


8.0 


7.4 


Elaboration 


7.6 


10.5 


7.6 


16.0 


9.0 


15.8 


Repeated 














Figures 














Fluency 


11.4 


13.1 


12.6 


11.8 


10.5 


12.6 


Flexibility 


9.0 


iO.5 


10.0 


8.0 


8.0 


13.0 


Originality 


16.2 


17.4 


12.4 


21.4 


14.8 


16.0 


Elaboration 


9.0 


11.6 


11.2 


20.2 


13.7 


19.0 
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